REMARKS 

The Examiner's Action of July 31, 2006 finally rejecting the claims is noted. 

Applicant has canceled Claim 6 without prejudice subject to the ability to re-insert 
this claim in a continuing case. 

Applicant has amended the claims to recite that what is to be detected is the retro- 
reflected light from a missile seeker. It is the characteristic of retro-reflected light from a 
missile seeker that the original illuminating pulse is not stretched. 

What the claimed method teaches is how to detect only returns from a retro- 
reflecting missile seeker and to ignore stretched-out and reduced-intensity returns from 
ground clutter. 

Nowhere is this shown or taught in the references cited. 

Specifically, with respect to the Allen et al. reference, this reference is directed to 
being able to identify objects by improving resolution . Note, Allen et al. process the 
whole array and do so with post-processing . Most importantly, in no reference is ground 
clutter rejection using pulse width discrimination shown or taught. 

Note also that Allen et al.'s extended pulse time rejection is to clear the receiver 
before the next pulse arrives to eliminate ringing. This has nothing to do with pulse 
width discrimination. 

The Sunlin et al. patent is also directed to better resolution . Additionally, Sunlin 
et al. require a priori knowledge of the return time to predict the A/D conversion. The 
claimed system does not. 
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Neither of these two references use pulse width discrimination. Note, neither 
Sunlin et al. nor Leonard et al. exploit the non-pulse-stretching retro-reflection 
characteristic of seekers. 

Nowhere in any of the references is shown or taught thresholding on the return 
pulse width to identify the presence of a retro-reflecting missile seeker. 

Of course, there is another level of filtering in the subject system having to do 

with the amplitude thresholding-sensitive circuits because the amplitude of the return 

from a retro-reflecting seeker is much higher than that of non-retro-reflecting objects 

such as the tank shown in Allen et al. In point of fact, Allen et al. teach a system: 

"which increases the accuracy of range, location, shape, and 
identity determinations and eliminates the distortions and 
inaccuracies associated with scanning LADAR systems." 

Column 2, Lines 23-27. Note that the only thresholding that is done in Allen et al. is 

amplitude thresholding, not pulse width thresholding. 

Note that Applicant has amended the detecting step in Claim 1 to reject signals 
longer than the pulse width of the projected ultrashort pulse. 

It also makes not one whit of difference what the exact pulse width is but only 
that returns having pulse widths longer than the projected pulse are rejected. 

Thus in the claimed invention there are two thresholdings: (1) amplitude 
thresholding to reject the low-level returns from non-retro-reflective objects; and (2) 
pulse width thresholding to reject return pulses having pulse widths longer than the width 
of the projected pulse. 
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This being the case, it is Applicant's contention that the claimed subject matter is 
nowhere shown or taught in the references cited. 

Moreover, no new search is required and no new issues are presented because the 
pulse width discrimination technique has been previously claimed, viz Claims 1-5, 7-8 
and 10-12. 

Allowance of the claims and issuance of the case is earnestly solicited. 
Alternatively, entry of this Amendment for purposes of appeal is requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Robert K. Tendler 
Reg. No.: 24,581 
65 Atlantic Avenue 
Boston, MA 02110 
Tel: (617)723-7268 
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